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UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FOURTH CI RCU T

No. 96-6489

STANTON MAURI CE HOFFMAN,
Plaintiff - Appellant,
ver sus
LEW S DAVI S, Correctional Lieutenant; FRANKLI N
FREEMAN, Secretary of Corrections,
Def endants - Appell ees.

No. 96-6709

STANTON MAURI CE HOFFMAN,
Plaintiff - Appellant,

ver sus

LEW S DAVI S, Correctional Lieutenant; FRANKLI N
FREEMAN, Secretary of Corrections,

Def endants - Appel |l ees.

Appeal s fromthe United States District Court for the Western Di s-
trict of North Carolina, at Asheville. Richard L. Voorhees, Chief
District Judge; Gaham C. Millen, Lacy H Thornburg, District
Judges. (CA-94-71- M)




Submtted: July 25, 1996 Deci ded: August 7, 1996

Before LUTTIG and MOTZ, GCircuit Judges, and PHILLIPS, Senior
Circuit Judge.

No. 96-6489 affirmed in part and di smssed in part and No. 96-6709
di sm ssed by unpublished per curiam opinion.

Stanton Maurice Hof fman, Appellant Pro Se. M chael F. Easl ey,
David L. Whodard, NORTH CAROLI NA DEPARTMENT OF JUSTI CE, Ral ei gh,
North Carolina, for Appell ees.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.
See Local Rule 36(c).



PER CURI AM

In No. 96-6709, Appellant appeals the district court's order
di sm ssing several clains, but denying in part the Defendants'
notion for sunmary judgnent. Simlarly, in No. 96-6489, Appell ant
appeal s the district court's orders denying several nundane pre-
trial notions and decliningtoissue aprelimnaryinjunction. This
court may exercise jurisdiction only over final orders, 28 U S. C
§ 1291 (1988), and certain interlocutory and coll ateral orders, 28

US C 8§ 1292 (1988); Fed. R Civ. P. 54(b); Cohen v. Beneficial

I ndus. Loan Corp., 337 U S. 541 (1949). The order appealed in

No. 96-6709 is neither a final order nor an appeal able interl ocu-
tory or collateral order. W therefore dismss that appeal

In No. 96-6489, to the extent that Appellant seeks review of
the denial of his notion for a prelimnary injunction, this court
has jurisdiction over that portion of the appeal. 28 U S C
§ 1292(a)(1) (1988). We note, however, that Appellant failed to
make t he necessary show ng of a |ikelihood of success onthe nerits

towarrant a prelimnary injunction. See Bl ackwel der Furniture Co.

v. SeiligMg. Co., 550 F.2d 189, 193 (4th G r. 1977). Accordingly,

the district court did not err in denying the notion and i s hereby
affirmed. As the remai nder of this appeal seeks review of nundane
pretrial notions, it is also interlocutory and is therefore
di sm ssed.

We dismss No. 96-6709 as interlocutory. In No. 96-6489, we
affirmthe district court's denial of a prelimnary injunction and

di sm ss the remai nder of the appeal. W di spense with oral argunent
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because the facts and | egal contenti ons are adequately presented in
the materials before the court and argunent would not aid the

deci si onal process.

No. 96-6489 - AFFIRVED I N PART,

DI SM SSED | N PART

No. 96-6709 - DI SM SSED



